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APPENDIX H 
COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

 
This appendix contains copies of the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and the associated responses of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  The comment letters were 
received during the 60-day comment period from September 10, 2004 through November 9, 2004.  The 
comment period was extended one week for the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as well as 
other interested parties that needed additional time to comment.  Comment letters were separated based 
on recipient and assigned a number.  The chronology of the comment letter was random.  Each numbered 
comment letter is subdivided into specific comments and these comments are numbered sequentially.  
Table H-1 lists the letters in the order in which they have been presented in this appendix and the number 
assigned to each letter.   
 

TABLE H-1 
COMMENT LETTERS 

Number* Commentor Representing  
F-1 Grady McNure U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
F-2 Lisa B. Hanf U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region 9 

F-3 Amy Lavoi U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
F-4 Robert D. Williams  U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
T-1 Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma The Hopi Tribe 

S-1 Don D. Canfield III Division of State Lands 
S-2 Roddy Shepard NV Department of Wildlife, Southern Region 

S-3 John Jones  NV Division of Forestry 
S-4 Paul Buck Desert Research Institute 
S-5 Kent Cooper NV Dept. of Transportation 
S-6 James Morefield NV Natural Heritage Program 
S-7 Robert Martinez Water Resources 

S-8 Amy Roulu Bureau of Health Protection Services 
L-1 Brenda Pohlmann City of Henderson 
L-2 Lawrence S. Bazel City of Las Vegas, Law Firm of Stoel Rives 
L-3 Douglas A. Selby City of Las Vegas 
L-4 Timothy E. Sutko Clark County Regional Flood Control District 
L-5 Gregory Rose City of North Las Vegas 

L-6 Christine L. Robinson Department of Air Quality & Environmental Management 
L-7 Gregory Rose City of North Las Vegas 
O-1 Charles S. Watson, Jr. NV Outdoor Recreation Association 
O-2 Cheryl Martin Archeo-Nevada Society 
O-3 Mark Rosenzweig Tule Springs Preservation Committee 
O-4 Jane Feldman Sierra Club 
O-5 Micki Jay Northwest LV Equestrian Safety Coalition 
O-6 Terri Robertson Tule Springs Preservation Committee 
O-7 Janet Bair Nature Conservancy 

O-8 Hermi D. Hiatt Red Rock Audubon Society 
O-9 Robert W. Hall Nevada Environmental Coalition Inc. 
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TABLE H-1 
COMMENT LETTERS 

Number* Commentor Representing  
B-1 Paul B. Aguirre Nevada Power Company 
I-1 Nancy Gentis  Self 
I-2 Terri Robertson Self 
I-3 Confidentially requested Self   
I-4 Terri Robertson Self 

I-5 Ronald W. Marlow Self 
I-6 Jack/Elaine Holmes Self 
I-7 Mark Beauchamp  Self 
I-8 Harold Larson Self 
I-9 Donald W. Hendricks Self 
I-10 Rob Mrowka Self 
I-11 Helen Mortenson Self 

I-12 Steve Rowland Self 
I-13 John E. Holman Self 

*Recepients 
F – Federal Agency    T – Tribe  S – State Agency  
L – Local Agency (City or County)  O – Organization   B – Business 
I – Individuals  

 
A number of comments received had common concerns.  The two dominant concerns were: (1) questions 
on the procedures used to nominate parcels for sale and the rate of lands sales, and (2) suggestions that 
BLM analyze a broader range of alternatives with additional planning objectives.  Because these two 
issues were reoccurring, a general response to each has been prepared.  These general responses are 
presented in the following pages and are referred to by name in the responses to individual comments.  
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General Response 1 – Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate 
 
Comment:  Certain comments questioned the procedures used for the nomination of parcels to be sold 
under the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS.  These comments proposed that the parcels included in 
each sale should be selected based on land uses and with consideration of development patterns (i.e., 
promote disposal of in-fill parcels) to decrease environmental and socioeconomic impacts by controlling 
the rate and distribution of land development.  Commentors suggested that deferred costs for large-scale 
extensions of infrastructure into currently undeveloped areas, decreased near-term air quality impacts 
because of slower increases in vehicle traffic, and preservation of open space in outer portions of the Las 
Vegas metropolitan area could result from this approach.   
 
Response:  The land disposal actions are conducted pursuant to SNPLMA, which authorizes the BLM to 
transfer or sell land within the disposal boundary area, as amended by the Clark County Act.  Section 
4(d)(1) of SNPLMA specifies a land disposal process based on joint selection of parcels for transfer or 
sale by local governments and the BLM.  The joint selection process provides local governments with a 
direct role in the selection of lands for disposal and ensures that the land disposal actions are consistent 
with local planning requirements and policies.  The BLM relies on a nomination process by local 
governments to identify parcels for sale.  Local governments consider the planning and zoning 
requirements in the nomination of sale parcels.  Once the land has been sold at auction, enforcement of 
these planning and zoning requirements is the responsibility of the local governmental entities.   
 
Regarding BLM’s role in the joint selection process, SNPLMA states that BLM is authorized to make 
land available for disposal as specified in section 4(a).  This section of the law authorizes BLM to make 
land available within the disposal boundary, and specifies that the disposal process is excluded from 
certain federal land use requirements in FLPMA.  The law also requires that the disposal actions be 
conducted in accordance with the procedural requirements of FLPMA for land transfers, in accordance 
with other applicable law and subject to valid existing rights.  Because the land use planning requirements 
of FLPMA are not applicable to disposals authorized by SNPLMA, the BLM has only limited discretion 
to exclude parcels from auction that have been nominated by a local government.  One purpose of 
SNPLMA is to privatize the lands so that local land use can be regulated and guided by local 
governments, not the federal government.  
 
Nominations for sale by local governments are based on demand for land to support development and 
community land use plans and zoning requirements.  The amount of land offered at auction and the timing 
of the sales are also based on the procedural requirements to prepare for sales.  These requirements 
include appraisals needed to determine fair market value and preparation of legal documents for transfers 
to successful bidders at each auction.     
 
Also, as explained in the impact analysis performed in the EIS, development of disposed land does not 
always occur immediately after the sale has been completed.  The development of auctioned properties is 
undertaken by private parties and these activities may take place over a number of years, especially for 
large-scale developments such as master-planned communities.  The approvals necessary for construction 
are entirely within the purview of state and local governments.   
 
Projected rates of sale and subsequent development have been estimated for each of the alternatives.  
These projections provide the basis for evaluating indirect impacts related to development and subsequent 
land use activities.  The rate of development for disposed land, and the types of construction and post-
development activities were compiled for lands that have been disposed by BLM in the Las Vegas Valley 
since 1998.  The rates of disposal and development for this period are considered representative of 
continued land disposal and development in the disposal boundary area.   
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General Response 2 – Range of Alternatives 
 
Comment:  Certain comments suggested that BLM analyze a broader range of alternatives with 
additional planning objectives.  The comments noted that other alternatives could be developed that 
avoid, mitigate, or reduce impacts of the land disposal action.  Example alternatives that were suggested 
for analysis included selection of parcels for sale by the BLM and the sale of land at a reduced rate to 
control impacts.   
 
Response:  The process of developing alternatives was described in Section 2.2.  The three alternatives 
analyzed (Proposed Action, Conservation Transfer Alternative, and No Action) and those considered but 
eliminated from further analysis were developed to meet the intent of SNPLMA, as amended by the Clark 
County Act.  Because SNPLMA states that local governments are to be included in the joint selection of 
lands for sale and excludes these disposal actions from certain land use planning requirements of FLPMA, 
the BLM is authorized to dispose of land based on requests by local governments.  Therefore, the 
alternatives analyzed are the most likely, reasonable and feasible alternatives known to BLM.  
Further information on the parcel nomination process is provided in General Response 1.  
 
Alternatives that are based on a reduced rate of land sales would not necessarily change the extent of 
impacts that would occur as a result of development.  This is because resources are impacted as a result of 
development and are not controlled by the rate of disposal (sale).  Reduced sale rates may affect the 
timing of impacts but would not affect the overall impacts that would occur once development occurs.  
The EIS analyzes scenarios based on the rates of development that have occurred in the recent past, and 
thus the EIS discloses reasonably foreseeable impacts.  Any reduced sale schedule that may occur in the 
future as a result of decreased demand and development rates would not result in any different impacts 
that have not been disclosed.  For example, if the BLM has 100 acres to sell, it need not analyze the 
impacts of selling less than 100 acres as the impacts that would result from the lesser action have been 
considered in the overall analysis.  This means that the BLM and the local communities can choose a 
range of actions in the future.   
 
Because SNPLMA excludes the lands within the disposal boundary area from certain FLPMA land use 
planning requirements, the BLM’s discretion and responsibility for resource values of these lands is 
limited.  Thus, the selection and scheduling of land disposal actions is based primarily on requests by 
local governments.  The Conservation Transfer Alternative was developed to meet the intent of SNPLMA 
that BLM make land within the disposal boundary available for selection and offer nominated properties 
for disposal pending compliance with other applicable laws.  The Conservation Transfer Alternative 
meets this requirement of SNPLMA by offering lands for disposal to public entities while protecting 
sensitive resources identified during inventories of these lands.  
 
As was described in Section 2.6, other alternatives were considered for the analysis but none were 
identified that meet the purpose and need of land disposal within the intent of SNPLMA.  The NEPA 
regulations require that an EIS consider a broad range of reasonable and feasible alternatives, along with 
the No Action Alternative.  Based on these considerations, no other alternatives were identified that could 
be considered reasonable and feasible under the requirements of existing law.   
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Response F-1 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) 
 

1 As was stated in the beginning of Chapter 4 under 
Analysis Methods and Assumptions, the land disposal action 
and subsequent transfer of title do not have direct impacts 
because these administrative actions do not cause any change in 
the environment.  If land is to be developed by a private party 
after it is sold, that developer would be responsible to determine 
if any ephemeral washes planned to be filled are in fact waters 
of the U.S. and if so, apply for a Clean Water Act Section 404 
Permit.  Therefore avoidance and mitigation requirements 
would be based on regulatory decisions made by agencies other 
than the BLM at the time a specific development project is 
proposed.   
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Response F-2 (Environmental Protection 
Agency) 
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1 The description of water resources, wetlands, and riparian 

communities provided in Section 3.3 was prepared to meet 
the requirements of 40 CFR §1502.15.  A general discussion 
of water bodies and aquatic habitats is sufficient for the land 
disposal process because of the limited aquatic habitats, low 
precipitation rates, and high runoff and evaporation rates in 
the desert environment.   

 Only a general discussion of impacts to water resources was 
provided in the EIS because potential impacts and avoidance 
measures may vary widely depending upon site-specific 
features of the aquatic environment and the nature of 
development activity that may occur.  For example, 
residential construction may have very little effect if the 
development does not require filling of an ephemeral 
drainage and where the landscaping results in little change in 
the amount and quality of runoff.  Conversely, filling of a 
major ephemeral drainage or significant changes in the 
amount or quality of runoff from the site could have 
significant impacts on drainage and water resources.  In 
addition to the site-specific nature of development actions 
and potential impacts on aquatic environments, avoidance 
and mitigation requirements would be based on regulatory 
decisions made by other agencies at the time a specific 
development project is proposed.  State and local agencies 
are responsible for reviewing and approving site 
development plans, drainage features, and storm water 
pollution controls.   
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2 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issues permits for filling 
wetlands and waters of the U.S., as defined in 33 CFR 
§328.3, regardless of ownership of the land.  The Corps is 
responsible for these permitting actions on BLM and private 
lands and are not actions undertaken by the BLM.  The 
Corps would be responsible for allowing fill to areas under 
their jurisdiction.  If land is to be developed by a private 
party after it is sold, that developer would then be 
responsible to determine if any ephemeral washes planned to 
be filled are in fact waters of the U.S. and if so (as agreed by 
the Corps), obtain a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 
from the Corps.  Therefore avoidance and mitigation 
requirements would be based on regulatory decisions made 
by other agencies at the time a specific development project 
is proposed.  A description of the Clean Water Act Section 
404 requirements has been added to Section 4.3.   

 
3 A description of the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) status 

of the Las Vegas Wash has been added to Section 3.3.1.2.  
The TMDL development process and water quality 
restoration and enhancement efforts for impaired waters 
cannot be directly related to the land disposal actions and 
subsequent development activities that may occur in the 
area.  Water quality problems of the types described in the 
comment are typically attributed to substandard control of 
sewage, either from leakage of collection systems or 
improper operation of septic tanks and drain fields.  There is 
not sufficient information to estimate any water quality 
effects for these pollutants from land disposal and 
development since these activities are not typical sources for 
these pollutants.  Explanation of the TMDL development 
process does not relate to the alternatives or potential 
impacts or their impacts to the environment.   

 The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau 
of Water Pollution Control is responsible for setting 
requirements and enforcing the State water pollution control 
laws and regulations under the National Pollutant Discharge  
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3 (cont.)Elimination System permitting program.  Therefore the 

potential impacts on water quality would be based on 
regulatory decisions made by other agencies at the time a 
new discharge (including storm water discharge) is 
proposed.  

 
4 The issuance of realty actions by BLM are considered a 

federal action and thus subject to Clean Air Act conformity 
regulations.  As was shown in Table 4.1-1, anticipated realty 
actions have been evaluated for PM10  emissions and 
projected emission rates for these actions are below the 
threshold for applicability of conformity requirements 
specified in 40 CFR §93.153(b)(1).  The BLM has not 
approved a realty action that has required a general 
conformity analysis as of the date of publication of this Final 
EIS.  These assessments demonstrate that no further 
evaluation of conformity requirements is needed for issuance 
of realty actions that fall within these assumptions for PM10 
emissions.  The estimated total emission rates for direct and 
indirect impacts related to each alternative are provided to 
meet the requirements of 40 CFR §1502.16 for analysis of 
impacts that may occur regardless of the applicability of 
conformity requirements.  Construction sources such as off-
road equipment are the only significant sources for CO and 
ozone precursors that would be associated with actions on 
federal lands that require BLM approval.  Controls for these 
types of equipment under the SIPs would include restrictions 
on fuel characteristics and pollution control devices that 
would be required for off-road construction equipment used 
on both federal and non-federal lands.  Because there are no 
additional site-specific sources that would be controlled for 
construction activities on federal lands under the CO and 
ozone SIPs, further consideration of conformity for these 
pollutants is not required for BLM’s evaluation of 
construction on federal lands.  Since the BLM has 
determined that the alternatives do not result in controlled 
emissions that exceed the conformity threshold, a discussion  
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4 (cont.) of the procedural and technical requirements for a general 

conformity analysis is not relevant to the disclosure and 
comparison of impacts required by NEPA.   
 

5 The Draft EIS was published prior to the adoption of the 
final ozone non-attainment area boundary for Clark County.  
Figure 3.1.1 has since been revised.     

6 In accordance with 40 CFR §1502.21, the air quality 
modeling study is incorporated into the EIS by reference.  
The modeling report prepared by Argonne National 
Laboratory is available for review by those parties with an 
interest in the technical aspects of the air quality simulations.  
While the modeling study provides the basis for assessment 
of air quality impacts, the technical basis for the model, the 
input parameters, and verification of results are beyond the 
interest of most members of the public to include such detail 
in the EIS.  Nevertheless Argonne did evaluate CMAQ 
model performance against ozone air measurements in Clark 
County in accordance with what was outlined in the draft 
modeling protocol (Las Vegas Modeling Protocol, 2003).  
This protocol was distributed to the EPA and DAQEM for 
review and comment, but no comments were received.  
Although the protocol did not make reference to EPA 
guidance for applications of the UAM model (as described in 
EPA-450/4-91-013, July 1991) it did cover measures for 
evaluating model comparisons with observations.  
Performance measures such as scatter and bias were assessed 
and time series, scatter, and surface-level contour plots were 
generated and included in the report by Argonne.   
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7 As was stated in Section 2.2, the Proposed Action was 

developed to implement the provisions of SNPLMA, as 
amended.  As was stated in Section 1.2, the purpose and 
need for land disposal is to allow local governments to 
manage and regulate the use of BLM lands interspersed 
among private parcels, which makes these lands difficult for 
the BLM to manage.  The Conservation Transfer Alternative 
also meets the purpose and need.  The consideration and 
exclusion of other alternatives was described in Section 2.6.  
See also General Response 2.   

 
 
 
8 The occurrence the Las Vegas buckwheat and Las Vegas 

bearpoppy outside the Conservation Transfer Area and 
potential impacts have been analyzed under the Proposed 
Action.  Specific mitigation to minimize impacts on this 
habitat outside the CTA is being addressed collaboratively 
by the BLM, USFWS, and the City of North Las Vegas.   
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9 As was stated in Section 3.6, an Ethnographic Assessment 

was completed and the results of this assessment were 
summarized in Section 3.6.3 and Section 4.6.  The 
Ethnographic Assessment was completed in accordance with 
Executive Orders 13175 and 13007.  A brief summary of 
these executive orders has been included in Section 1.4.6.   
 
 

10 The majority of the disposal boundary area is an Unmanaged 
Area (UMA) designation according to the MSHCP.  The 
northern part of the disposal boundary area is classified as a 
Multiple-Use Management Area (MUMA) and the released 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) were under the Intensively 
Managed Area (IMA).  The MSHCP covered species are 
under the current protection of the incidental take permit in 
areas designated as UMA and MUMA.  The IMA 
designation calls for the most stringent habitat protection (no 
net unmitigated loss).  If a MUMA area contains a majority 
of a biological resource, it falls under the stipulation for no 
net unmitigated loss.  It appears that a majority of the Las 
Vegas bearpoppy (an MSHCP listed species) and the Las 
Vegas buckwheat (an MSHCP watch species) occur in the 
MUMA and appropriate mitigation measures would be 
likely.  To remain in conformance with the MSHCP, the 
BLM is participating in an expedited review with Clark 
County, USFWS, and the other Federal agencies to 
determine the appropriate mitigation for loss of these 11,251 
acres of habitat.  This information has been added to Section 
4.4.4.   
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Response F-3 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) 
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1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

2 The description of available recreational opportunities in the 
Desert Wildlife Range has been revised in Section 3.10 to 
reflect allowable recreational activities in the refuge under 
USFWS management. 
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3 Comment noted.  
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4 The requirements for determining waters of the U.S. under 
the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the 
need for a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act if 
waters of the U.S. are filled are described in Section 3.3 and 
Section 4.3.  Permitting under the Clean Water Act would be 
completed by the appropriate proponents as necessary for 
activities resulting in fill to waters of the U.S. 

 Only a general discussion of indirect impacts to water 
resources can be provided in the EIS because potential 
impacts and avoidance measures may vary widely depending 
upon site-specific features of the aquatic environment and 
the nature of development activity that may occur.  For 
example, residential construction may have very little effect 
if the development does not require filling of an ephemeral 
drainage, and where the landscaping results in little change 
in the amount and quality of runoff.  Conversely, filling of a 
major ephemeral drainage, or significant changes in the 
amount or quality of runoff from the site could have 
significant impacts on drainage and water quality.  As stated, 
mitigation requirements would be based on regulatory 
decisions made by other agencies at the time a specific 
development project is proposed.   

 As was stated in Section 3.3.1.1, the Clark County Regional 
Flood Control District (CCRFCD) is responsible for 
developing and implementing a comprehensive flood control 
master plan which serves as a planning tool for the 
implementation of the flood control system in the Valley and 
the design and construction of master plan facilities.  
Impacts to floodplains and biological resources potentially 
resulting from the construction and operation of these flood 
control facilities were addressed in the Flood Control Master 
Plan Supplemental EIS recently completed by the CCRFCD.  
A reference to the CCRFCD Supplemental EIS was added to 
Section 3.3.1.1. 
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4(cont.) Establishment of buffer areas around the Upper Las Vegas 

Wash is one option that could be considered during the 
development of mitigation strategies for the Conservation 
Transfer Area (CTA).  See Response 5 below.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 5 As was described in Section 2.4, title to land identified as the 

CTA would not be transferred until a Conservation 
Agreement is developed on how the resources in this area 
would be protected and/or mitigated.  The strategy 
committee would have input regarding the content and 
structure of the agreement.  Any avoidance or mitigation 
requirements associated with realty actions in the CTA 
would be required to include site-specific measures to 
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5(cont) address sensitive resources, as was described in Section 

4.4.1.  Procedures for managing the CTA, including 
development of realty tracking procedures, would be 
developed and implemented by the BLM with local 
governments for the selected alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 Concur.  Section 4.4.2 has been edited to clarify 
responsibility of the developer under the MSHCP.   
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Response F-4 (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 The BLM has agreed to conference with the USFWS 

regarding the Las Vegas buckwheat in accordance with 50 
CFR §402.10, although the species is not proposed for 
listing.  The intent of the conference is to collaboratively 
develop advisory recommendations on ways to minimize or 
avoid adverse effects to the species to alleviate a trend 
toward listing of the species.  . 
 

2 The BLM has agreed to provide supplemental information 
regarding the Las Vegas buckwheat in the Biological 
Assessment dated September 10, 2004.  However, the BLM 
is not reinitiating formal consultation with the USFWS as 
there is no obligation to do so under 50 CFR §402.14 
because the species is not listed under the Endangered 
Species Act.  The BLM anticipates the USFWS will adhere 
to the established consultation timeframes.   
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 Response T-1 (The Hopi Tribe) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted. 
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2 Comment noted. 
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Response S-1 (Division of State Lands) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 An explanation of the alternatives (which includes the 

Proposed Action) required by NEPA was provided in 
Section 2.1.  An explanation on the development of the 
alternatives for the impact analysis was provided in Section 
2.2 along with the statement that the preferred alternative 
would be identified in the Final EIS.  The BLM has selected 
the Conservation Transfer Alternative as the preferred 
alternative based on the results of the environmental impact 
analysis and from comments received from the public.  This 
is described in Section 2.4.4 of the Final EIS.   

2 See Response 1 above.   
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3 See Response 1 above.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 The statement that the Conservation Transfer Alternative 
could have an adverse impact on land use planning by local 
communities refers to the restrictions that would be placed 
on the types of possible land uses and planning decisions by 
the local communities.  Without the conservation 
requirements of this alternative, the local communities 
would have the full authority to make planning and zoning 
decisions for the lands after disposal, as allowed by their 
ordinances and planning procedures, consistent with other 
applicable laws.   

5 See Response 1 above.  
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6 Under CEQ regulations for preparation of an EIS, the 
document must include an evaluation of “adverse 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the 
proposal be implemented” (40 CFR §1502.16).  The impacts 
described in Section 4.17 are unavoidable if the Proposed 
Action is implemented, and are included to provide 
information on impacts that would intrinsically be associated 
with the proposal.   
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Response S-2 (Nevada Department of Wildlife) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted.   
 
2 As was stated in Section 3.10-4, the Clark County Act 

designated areas as wilderness for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System.  Included in this 
designation were 14,763 acres in the North McCullough 
(Sloan Canyon NCA), 28,879 acres in the LaMadre 
Mountains, and 20,311 acres in Rainbow Mountain.  

 
3 As was stated in Section 3.9.4, the land use plans for this 

area are expected to be updated because of the expansion of 
the disposal boundary area and the release of the Wilderness 
Study Areas.  Additionally, as stated in Section 4.9.2, the 
selection process and local permitting requirements would 
ensure that development of the lands would be consistent 
with community land use plans and zoning requirements. 

 
4 As was stated in Section 2.4, the strategy committee would 

not be limited to the agencies and organizations listed.  The 
specific participants had not been identified at publication of 
the Draft EIS, but have since been.  The participants, which 
include the Department of Wildlife, have been listed in 
Chapter 5.   
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5 Comment noted.  See General Response – Parcel 
Nomination and Sale Rate.   

 
 
 
 
6 Section 4.15 discusses the cumulative impacts of additional 

development, including issuances of realty actions.  As 
addressed in Section 3.3.1.1, the Clark County Regional 
Flood Control District completed the Supplemental EIS for 
the Flood Control Master Plan that also addresses impacts to 
these resources.   
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Response S-3 (Nevada Division of Forestry) 
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1 The majority of the disposal boundary area is an Unmanaged 

Area (UMA) designation according to the MSHCP.  The 
northern part of the disposal boundary area is classified as a 
Multiple-Use Management Area (MUMA) and the released 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) were under the Intensively 
Managed Area (IMA).  If a MUMA contains a majority of a 
biological resource, it falls under the stipulation for no net 
unmitigated loss.  It appears that a majority of the Las Vegas 
bearpoppy (an MSHCP listed species) and the Las Vegas 
buckwheat (an MSHCP watch species) occur in the MUMA 
and appropriate mitigation measures would be likely.  To 
remain in conformance with the MSHCP, the BLM is 
participating in an expedited review with Clark County, 
USFWS, and the other Federal agencies to determine the 
appropriate mitigation for loss of the habitat that was under 
the previous WSA, and thus IMA, designation.  This 
information has been added to Section 4.4.4.   

 
2 Comment noted 
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Response S-4 (Desert Research Institute) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 As stated Section 4.5.4, the BLM would prepare a Historic 

Properties Treatment Plan in consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer that would govern the 
identification and application of mitigation measures for the 
Site at such time any of the lands are nominated for disposal.     

 
2 As was stated in Section 3.5.2.2, there are 660 acres of the 

Tule Springs National Register Site on BLM land, with the 
remaining acres on land owned by the State of Nevada.  
Only the portion of the Site that is on BLM land may be 
subject to the land disposal process.   
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Response S-5 (Nevada Department of 
Transportation) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Transportation planning in the Las Vegas Valley is a 

collaborative effort led by the Regional Transportation 
Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC).  The RTC 
coordinates long-range and short-range transportation 
planning activities with local governments and private 
citizens to develop the Regional Transportation Plan and the 
Transportation Improvement Program.  These plans focus on 
the urbanized area which is coincident with the disposal 
boundary area and address growth, congestion, and air 
quality.  As described in General Response 1, lands are 
disposed of consistent with local planning requirements, 
which includes transportation planning.  Thus transportation 
needs are considered by the local governments during the 
nomination process for land disposal.   
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Response S-6 (Nevada Natural Heritage 
Program) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted. 
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Response S-7 (Nevada Division of Water 
Resources) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted.  Any wells located on BLM lands 

nominated for sale would be abandoned according to the 
referenced statute prior to transfer of title.   
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 Response S-8 (Nevada Bureau of Health 
Protection Services) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted. 
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